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USDA CAMFO

NATIONAL PEACH COIJNCIL
12 Nicklaus Lane, Suite 101, Columbia, SC 29229
Phone (803) 788-7101 .Fax (803) 865-8090
e-mail: CharlesWalker@worldnet.attnet

June 12,2003

MJ". Kurt Kimmcl
CALIFORNIA MARKETING FIELD OFFICE
USDA, AMS, Fruit & Vegetablc P~OgrdD1S
2202 Monterey Street, Suite 102-B
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Kinunel:

I am writing in support ofll1e CALIFORNIA TREE FRurr AGREEMENT and the Feder& Marketing Order for
Fresh Market Peaches.

As you know, this is one of the oldest-lnaybe it i5 the oldest-fedoral marketing or~ in existence today. Over the
years it has done as outstanding job of serving the growers and it has had some of the very toughe&t. i5sues to deal with.
It has very effectively advanced quality, matlIrity, color and sizing standards over the years, and without the authority
granted under the order, it would not have been possible to do so. If the California growers were to now lose the order,
these advancements in standards would be lost.

CTF A and the marketing: orders have been on the ctltting edge of dealing with the difficult issues of the Mexican
quacantine of U .8. peaches. Efforts under the Marketing Order still have not gotten the quarantine removed, but by
spending considernble sums of dollars, thCy have been able to satisfy Mexico to the extent thal they are now ~le to get
a substantia! amount of fruit across the border and into Mexico. Without the Markcting Order, this wou1d not be
possible, thereby resulting in disastrOusly low FOB prices and surplus shipments during the p~ shipping periods. It
would result in low FOB prices, not just for California peach growers, but for growers in all shipping areas.

Moreover, for the dollars they spend. CTFA and the marketing order have been very effective in promoting their
product. and their promotion and merchandising programs, without question, hclp to keep product moving through
the channels of distribution during peak shipping periods. They have been very effective in getting retailers to feature
peaches during peak shipping periods, thereby relieving some of the downward pressure on FOB prices of peaches from

aU shipping areas.

Without CTFA and the federal marketing order, all peach growers, inctudjog California, will experience a
n1arketing blood bath the likes of which have never been seen. California growers estimate $8 to $9 per carton as a
breakeven price. As you can see from Figure A2, enclosed, during peak shipping periods FOB prices drop below
breakeven. Moreover, '\\lith Table A6, enclosed, you ~n gain an idea of just how heavy shipments get during peak
shipping penods. Without CTF A and the authority to promote under the Marketing Order, FOB prices would only
get lower during shipping peaks. I have also enclosed Figures 2 and 3 from the Spring issue of PEACH TTh1ES to
illUstrate the level of disadV'.intage our growers have in dealing with retailers, As you can ~, peach growers over the
past 21 years keep getting a smaller and smaller percentage of the retail pie. Without tbe efforts of CTF A and the
Marketing Order, this trend win only accelerate.

Again, CTF A and the peach ~keting order are needed as thcy contribute substantially to the overall we~are of
the national peach industry. Thercfore, I strongly urge USDA to allow the continuation of the Federal Marketing
Otder.

ChaI-le5 Walker, Managing Director CA MFO
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.Argcntina & Conada
Source: AMS, USDA.
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F or a good picture of retail

prices, prices received by
growers and the spread (reJail
piice IIli/lll.\' price received by
.gro~vers), one should take a
good look at the four cnans of
Figzlre 2 below.

For the 21.year period,
1982 through 2002, rerail
prices have bcen increasing
substantially. nor jusr during
the month of June. when de-
mand rends to cxceed s\jpply,
but also during the months of
July, Augusr and September.
The retail Plicc during June of
2002 exceeded $1.80 per
pound; almost $1.40 per pound
in July; and Slightly more than
SI.40 per pound during Au-

: ,,~,' ..,'.\:,ft", .,: "
.", " .,'""1."" ,.

...","," ",\.' .,/, .

to calculate (he ratio of prices
received by growers to retail
prices for the same 21 year
period, and these: p~rcentagcs
are presem~d in the tour charts
under Fig/J!'/!:So (was as-
lounded whcl1 I saw thcsc
chal1S. As ol,e cal\ see. these
CI\arlS are trending downward
for each 1\101\LI\. In June IInd
July of 2002, prices received
by growers was only 15 pe r.
celt! of thc rctuil price. In A u-
gust and Scplcmber. there was
improvement, but prices re-
ceived by growers was still
only 20 perccnr. Even an
overall one percent increase in
this ratio would result il' an
increase in crop value of about

SJO million.

I don't think United STates
peach growers can ignore the
charts in Fig/Ire 3. If one
thinks of the decrease in the
ratio of prices received by
growers to retail prices ill
view of the subsrantial in.
creases in costs of productioll
and packing, tllen it seenlS to
Ine that the decreasing
trellds revealcd by thesc
charts are indicative or a cri-
sis situation.

r would go so rur as to rec-
ommend that the fres!1 marr
ket Pcach Industry form u
Task Porcc IO sILldy this
situation and see if al1YIhing
cun be done [0 el1able gro\'\;-
ers to get a hil!;her percen(~
age of what the retailer is
getting for fresh markctpeaches. .

gust and Sep[ember
The spread has been trend-

ing upward, also, almost in
conCert with the increase in the
retail price. In 2002, the
spread exceeded $1.00 per
pound for each of tlte four
months of June, July, August
and September.

Prices rcceived by growers,
on the other hand, have 11Ot
fared as well. Through the
1980's and into the early
1990's, prices received by
growers hovered around 20
CCI1ts per pound, and then
staned to move upward a little
bit.

From the data in the charts
of Figure 2, we've been able

Figure 2. Retail prices of fresh marker peaches, prices received by growers, and spr9ad (difference), by month, 1982 -2002
(in dollars per pound).
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Figure J. Ratto of prices received by growers to retail prices of fresh marker peaches, by month, 1982 -2002.
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